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UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE MEETING
Monday, March 24, 1997
1518
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
The minutes ofFebruary 24, 1997 were approved as corrected.
ANNOUNCEMENTS
1.

Jon Hall was elected to replaceR. Forrest Conklin as the Senate's representative to the Facilities
Planning Advisory Committee.

2.

Senators agreed to meet Monday, March 31, 1997 hutto take no new business for this meeting ..

CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING
643

Request for Emeritus Status from Phyllis B. Conklin, Department ofDesign, Family, and Consumer
Sciences, Robert T. Lembke, Department ofEducational Administration and Counseling, and Jerry
Duea, Department of Educational Psychology and Foundations.
Grosboll/Primrose
moved/seconded to place at head ofthe docket, out of regular order. Motion carried. Docket 569.

644

Request from Senator Van Wormer to pass the fo.llowing resolution: The UNI Faculty Senate finds
the wording of the Oral Competency Instrument required by Iowa State Law to be administered in
Regents institutions to be culturally insensitive. Van Wormer/Soneson moved/seconded to docket in
regularorder. Motioncarried. Docket570.

645

Request from the Calendar Committee that the Senate Approve Summer 1998 to Fall2002 Calendar.
Isakson/Bozik moved/seconded to docket because of special circumstances for April14, 1997 and
notifY sender. Motion carried. Docket 571.

646

Oral report from Senate Representatives to the Strategic Plan Reconciliation Committee. De
Nault/Gilpin moved/seconded to docket in regular order. Motion carried. Docket 572.

647

Request from Northern Iowa Student Government that the UNI Faculty Senate, the President's
Cabinet, the P&S Council and the Northern Iowa Student Government form an Ad Hoc Committee to
draft a Constitution for Shared Governance of the University ofNorthern Iowa. De Nault/McDevitt
moved/seconded to return to petitioner with request for additional information and documentation.
Motion carried.

648

Request for Emeritus Status form Joan Duea, Department ofCurriculum and Instruction, and Marvin
Heller, Department of Curriculum and Instruction. Primrose/lsakson moved/seconded to place at
head ofthe docket, out of regular order. Motion carried. Docket 573 .

OLD BUSINESS
1.

Isakson/Primrose moved/seconded to invite the Enrollment Management Committee to give its
report on April28, 1997. Motion carried. (This is in response to an earlier Senate invitation.)

2.

566 640 Continued discussion of College Senates response to the proposed FY 1998 Academic
Budget for responses received by the Secretary of the Senate before March 4, 1997. Isakson/Krieg
moved/seconded a proposal to budget funds based upon achievement of academic excellence across
the campus. After considerable debate and several amendments, the motion did not carry. De
N ault/Soneson moved/seconded to move to the next docket item. Motion carried.

CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS
573

648 Request for Emeritus Status from Joan Duea, Department of Curriculum and Instruction, and
Marvin Heller, Department of Curriculum and Instruction. Primrose/Bozik moved/seconded to
approve the request. Motion carried.

569

643 Request for Emeritus Status from Phyllis B. Conklin, Department of Design, Family, and
Consumer Sciences, Robert T. Lembke, Department ofEducational Administration and Counseling, ·
and Jerry Duea, Department of Educational Psychology and Foundations. Primrose/McDevitt
moved/seconded to approve the request. Motion carried.

542

615 Request from Senator Amend to Establish an Ad Hoc Committee to Review and Develop
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Summer School Programming. Soneson!McDevitt moved/seconded to refer to the Senate's
Strategic Planning Committee. Motion did not carry. Gilpin/Bozik moved/seconded to establish an
Ad Hoc Committee to Review and Develop Summer School Programming. Motion carried.
549

623 Request from Susan Koch to change the University Mission Statement in the current Working
Draft of the University Strategic Plan to state "The mission ofthe University ofNorthern Iowa is to
prepare individuals to live a thoughtful, free, and responsible life in an increasingly diverse,
complex, and changing world." De Nault/Gilpin moved/seconded to refer to the Senate's Strategic
Planning Committee. Isakson!Prirnrose moved/seconded to table the motion. Motion to table
carried.

552

626 Recommendation from Mary Bozik, Chair of the Faculty, to establish a centralized fund to
support projects and events that do not fall within the purview of a single college and a faculty
committee to administer this fund. Bozik/Soneson moved/seconded to establish a committee.
Isakson/DeNault moved to substitute a motion to refer to the proposal to the Senate's Strategic
Planning Committee. Motion to substitute carried. Motion to refer to the Strategic Planning
Committee carried.

ADJOURNMENT

CALL TO ORDER
The University Faculty Senate was called to order by Vice Chair Gable at 3: 16 P.M.
Present: Hans Isakson, Randall Krieg, Dean Primrose, Sherry Gable, Merrie Schroeder, Jerome Soneson, Ken
DeNault, Paul Shand, Suzanne McDevitt, Andrew Gilpin, Katherine Van Wormer, Barbara Weeg, Phil Patton,
Sue Grosboll, and Mary Bozik (Ex-officio).
Alternates: Lauren Nelsen for Martha Reineke.
Absent: Carol Cooper, Richard McGuire, Calvin Thomas, and Joel Haack.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
Gilpin requested that the list of Performance Indicators distributed by Chair Haack to Senators be appended to
the minutes ofFebruary 24, 1997.
De Nault reported the following typographical errors: "roll" on page 3, paragraph 9, page 5, paragraph 15, and
page 6, paragraph 7 should be "role", "being" on page 4, paragraph 3 should be "been", "John Hall" on page 5,
paragraph 6 should be "Jon Hall", and "on" on page 5, paragraph 7 should be "one".
Bozik wanted paragraph 9 on page 3 to clearly indicate that these were De Nault's perceptions of what the
Provost had said.
De Nault replied that his comments were a direct quote from the minutes ofthe Aprill 0, 1995 Senate meeting.
Bozik suggested thatthis section be placed between quotation marks.
Grosboll stated that the minutes should reflect what was stated at the Senate meeting.
Gable reported that the Senate's Ad Hoc Committee on Faculty Productivity was shown a report from a
department head indicating that two faculty members were to be identified as underproductive.
Isakson stated that the minutes should accurately reflect what was stated. The accuracy ofthe statements was not
the issue here.
De Nault suggested changing "stated" to "recalled" to clarify the statements made.
Isakson/McDevitt moved/seconded to approve the minutes ofFebruary 24, 1997, as corrected. Motion carried.

ANNOUNCEMENTS
1.

Gable read a message from Chair Haack announcing that Jon Hall was elected to completeR. Forrest
Conklin's term as the Senate's representative to the Facilities Planning Advisory Committee.

2.

Haack had asked Gable to remind Senators that they had agreed last September to met on March 31,
1997, if needed. The Graduate College has scheduled a meeting for March 31, 1997. Gable asked
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Senators for their preference regarding this meeting.
Grosboll asked ifthere were any special items scheduled for the March 31, 1997 Senate meeting.
Gable replied that she was not aware of any but the Senate did have a very full agenda and there were
only two more scheduled Senate meetings for this academic year.
Patton encouraged meeting on March 31, 1997. The academic calendar will be presented then and this
needs to be acted upon quickly. There were other items on the docket that needed to be addressed,
though there were some others that could wait until Fall, 1997.
Bozik preferred meeting on March 31, 1997, rather than extending Senate meetings into May.
De Nault reported that it would be impossible to get an agenda out to faculty within the time specified
in the By laws.
Gable asked about distributing the agenda to Senators via e-mail.
De Nault stated that he could get the agenda to Senators but he could not get an agenda delivered to
faculty unless we did not accept any new business for this meeting.
Soneson/De Nault moved/seconded that to help the Secretary and to help the Senate get through the
issues already on the agenda, the Senate meet on March 31, 1997, but no new material will be accepted
for this meeting.
Motion to meet March 31, 1997, but accept no new material for this meeting carried.
CON SID ERA TION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING
643

Request for Emeritus Status from Phyllis B. Conklin, Department of Design, Family, and Consumer
Sciences, Robert T. Lembke, Department of Educational Administration and Counseling, and Jerry
Duea, Department ofEducational Psychology and Foundations.
Grosboll/Primrose moved/seconded to place at head of the docket, out of regular order.
Motion to place at head of the docked, out of regular order carried. Docket 569.

644

Request from Senator Van Wormer to pass the following resolution: The UNI Faculty Senate finds the
wording of the Oral Competency Instrument required by Iowa State Law to be administered in Regents
institutions to be culturally insensitive.
Van W ormer/Soneson moved/seconded to docket in regular order.
Motion to docket in regular order carried. Docket 570.

645

Request from the Calendar Committee that the Senate Approve Summer 1998 to Fall2002 Calendar.
Isakson!Bozik moved/seconded to docket because of special circumstances for April 14, 1997 and
notify sender.
Motion to docket because of special circumstances for April14, 1997 carried. Docket 571.

646

Oral report from Senate Representatives to the Strategic Plan Reconciliation Committee.
De Nault/Gilpin moved/seconded to docket in regular order.
Motion to docked in regular order carried. Docket 572.

647

Request from Northern Iowa Student Government that the UNI Faculty Senate, the President's
Cabinet, the P&S Council and the Northern Iowa Student Government form an Ad Hoc Committee to
draft a Constitution for Shared Governance ofthe University ofN orthern Iowa.
DeNault/McDevitt moved/seconded to return to petitioner with request for additional information and
documentation.
Patton asked for an example of what additional information was needed.
De Nault stated that the petitioners are asking the faculty to change their constitution. The petition
contains neither an explanation for why this is desirable nor a definition of "shared governance". He
wondered what governance was to be "shared". He thought that there should first be a study of the
desirability and definition of"shared governance" before a committee was established to draft a new
constitution. The request is to establish a committee to draft a constitution for shared governance not to
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establish a committee to study the issue. De Nault thought that more information and justification was
needed before establishing the proposed committee.
Motion to return to petitioner with request for additional information and documentation carried.
648

Request for Emeritus Status form Joan Duea, Department of Curriculum and Instruction, and Marvin
Heller, Department ofCurriculum and Instruction.
Primrose/Isakson moved/seconded to place at head ofthe docket, out of regular order.
Motion to place at head ofdocket, out of regular order carried. Docket 573.

OLD BUSINESS
1.

Haack had communicated to Gable that the Enrollment Management Committee was scheduled to
meet with the Senate today. However, today's meeting will be devoted to the budget. Gable asked for
suggestions for alternate dates.
De Nault asked if members of the Committee were present.
Gable replied that they were not.
Isakson suggested inviting the Committee to the April14, 1997, Senate meeting.
Primrose was hesitant to invite the Committee for April 14, 1997, considering the expected docket for
that meeting. He argued for getting through the material on the docket.
Isakson!Primrose moved/seconded to invite the Enrollment Management Committee to give its report
on April28, 1997.
Motion to invite the Enrollment Management Committee to give its report on April28, 1997, carried.
(This is in response to an earlier Senate invitation.)

2.

566 640 Continued discussion of College Senates response to the proposed FY1998 Academic
Budget for responses received by the Secretary ofthe Senate before March 4, 1997.
Isakson stated that the Faculty Senate has been asked by the Provost to comment upon the budgetary
process being undertaken during the Spring 1997 semester. The appropriate role for the Faulty Senate
to play in this budgetary process is to provide to the Administration of the University commentary
upon the quality of instruction supported by the budget.
Isakson/Krieg moved/seconded the following:

The Faculty Senate request the Provost in concert with the Council of Deans and
Department Heads to develop a set of quantifiable benchmarks of the quality of
instruction supported by the budget on a college by college basis. Although quantifiable
benchmarks of the quality of instruction may be difficult to specify, the Faculty Senate
requests that the following set of benchmarks be developed within each college and
department:
I.

Benchmarks for which maximum amounts should be developed.
A. Number ofstudent credit hours perfull time faculty member.
B. Number ofmajors perfull time faculty member.
II.
Benchmarks for which minimum amounts should be developed.
A. Percentage offull time faculty with relevant terminal degrees.
B. Number of funded trips to meetings of learned societies per full time
faculty member.
C. Dollar amount ofsuppliesfunded per student credit hour.
D. Number oflaboratory stations per student taking courses that require use
oflaboratories.
E. Quantity and age ofequipment in laboratories.
F. Type and amount ofinstructional equipment in classrooms.
Furthermore, substitute and supplemental benchmarks may also be put forth by the
colleges and departments as deemed appropriate within each discipline. If
accreditation standards within a college or department callfor similar benchmarks, the
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benchmarks that result in the higher quality ofinstruction should be followed.
The Faculty Senate requests that the Administration develop a budget by allocation or
reallocation or any other method each fiscal year that meets or surpass the benchmarks
established by each college and department. The Faculty Senate further requests that
each college and department continuously strive to improve the level oftheir respective
benchmarks. The Faculty Senate also requests that the Administration refrain from the
expansion and implementation of programs of any type funded out of the General
Education Fund until after 100% ofthe benchmarks have been met or surpassed within
all academic units on campus.
Finally, the Faculty Senate request that the Provost report to it at the beginning ofeach
fiscal year (1) the extent with which the above benchmarks have been met for each
academic unit on campus and (2) the extent with which programs funded out of the
General Education Fund have been expanded or implemented.
Isakson stated that the purpose of the above request is to encourage the administration to put the
funding of quality and the continuous improvement of quality education before funding of other
programs and initiatives at the University. Funding of new programs should only be undertaken after
existing programs have been adequately funded . The budgetary process should focus on the delivery
of a quality educational experience to our students. This motion would give a mechanism for focusing
on the quality of the education we are providing. The Administration can budget any way they want so
long as the proposed standards are met.
De Nault stated that the proposal is admirable because it puts budgeting in the correct context,
education first. He asked for clarification of what was the general understanding ofthe term "academic
unit" .
Isakson replied that this referred to departments and colleges.
Patton suggested changing the sentence "Substitute and supplemental benchmarks may be put forth by
the colleges and departments as deemed appropriate within each discipline" to "Substitute and
supplemental benchmarks may also be put forth for the colleges and departments as deemed
appropriate within each discipline."
Isakson replied that this would change the intent of the proposal. He envisioned the establishment of
benchmarks to be at the departmental level, bottom up as opposed to top down.
Patton stated that he had the highest regard for departmental standards. However, application of an
external standard, outside of the department, that tries to level the playing field among all departments
might be viewed among the departments better than each department setting its own standard.
Isakson replied that he would accept as a friendly amendment to change the statement to read
"Substitute and supplemental benchmarks may be put forth by andfor the colleges and departments as
deemed appropriate within each discipline" .
The friendly amendment was accepted.
Bozik asked Isakson to discuss the assumptions about quality upon which the proposal was based and
the justification thereof. She specifically wanted to know the background and justification for the list
of proposed benchmarks about quality.
Isakson stated that he had developed the list in an attempt to provide a means to quantify the
benchmarks in terms ofthe budget. All of the proposed benchmarks have budgetary implications.
There are other possible benchmarks and that was why the motion included the option for "substitute
and supplemental" benchmarks. The proposal was intended to be a starting point.
Primrose recalled that at the last Senate meeting the expression was that student credit hours should not
be used for anything. He wondered how this proposal fits in with Library needs and Price Laboratory
School. He expressed concerned with the lack of definitions for quality and with who would be
determining quality.
Weeg stated that the difficulty with this proposal was the same difficulty faced by budgeting based
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upon student credit hours. There are units funded out of Academic Affairs, such as the Library, Price
Laboratory School and International Studies, that do not generate any student credit hours . Therefore,
any budget model based upon student credit hours leaves these units out.
Gable asked Provost Marlin to clarify the organization of Academic Affairs, specifically if there is
more than the Library, Information Technology Services, Continuing Education , and the five
Colleges.
Provost Marlin replied that was correct but the list may not be inclusive. There is UNIQUE and other
outreach programs that are under the Office of Academic Affairs.
Gable asked ifthere was a separate budgetary item for the Library.
Provost Marlin replied that was correct. This was included in the handout previously provided to
Senators.
Weeg stated that the following were funded from the Academic Affairs General Educational Funds:
The College ofBusiness Administration, College ofEducation, College ofHumanities and Fine Arts,
College of Natural Sciences, College of Social and Behavioral Science, Rod Library, Information
Technology Services, Office of the Provost, Summer School, International Studies, Graduate College,
Continuing Education and Special Programs, and Educational Opportunity Program.
Gable asked Isakson ifhis motion applied only to the colleges.
Isakson replied that was correct. The other units may very well follow suit and establish quality
benchmarks. However, these units are not included in the motion.
De Nault remarked that the purpose of the motion was to address the learning environment and the
education of our students. The motion does not tell other units that just because they do not generate
credit hours that they cannot develop appropriate benchmarks for their activities. The benchmarks in
the motion address minimum requirements and maximum limits to ensure that there is a quality
learning environment. He did not understand how a benchmark such as the maximum ratio of students
to faculty should be viewed as threatening the resources of some other campus entity. These are
benchmarks for quality teaching of our students. The Library and other entities should have
appropriate benchmarks for the delivery of their services to students. He argued that the motion puts
the quality ofthe learning environment primary rather than us fighting over limited funds .
Patton stated that he usually views "benchmarks" as a point of reference in a range and not as an
absolute position. He therefore has a difficulty with the concept of a "minimum amount" without a
complimentary "maximum amount" .
Gilpin added that what the Senate needs to be doing is to make recommendations. Whatever we
recommend will need to be tailored to specific units. He was distressed that the word "requests"
appears in the motion. This implies some sort of subpoena and the Senate does not have the ability to
subpoena anyone. The intent ofthe motion should be to recommend that these things be done.
Gilpin/Soneson moved/seconded to change "requests" to "recommends" in paragraphs I, 2, and 4 of
the motion.
Weeg stated that the intent of her earlier comments was not to say that the motion was not worthy of
consideration. Her intent was only to point out that the motion was not inclusive.
Motion to amend carried.
Bozik returned to the assumptions upon which the proposed benchmarks were made. She wondered
how the benchmark in 11-A, the minimum percentage of full time faculty with relevant terminal
degrees, would work. If the University minimum percentage was say 60% and a unit had only 50%, the
Provost would report to us that this unit has only 50% of its full time faculty with relevant terminal
degrees . Then what would happen?
Isakson responded that in the first place, faculty in departments would set their own benchmark. One
department may set a standard of60% and another department a standard of75%. Isakson envisioned
these goals being developed by departments in concert with their deans and the Provost. When these
goals are fully funded, the Provost would then be free to allocate funds to other initiatives, such as new
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majors, expansion of existing programs, etc. Other units, such as the Library, could develop their own
set of benchmarks. The goal of the benchmarks is to ensure the level of quality in the academic
programs on the campus.
Primrose recalled that the Senate had defeated a motion to hire more full-time faculty. This motion is
designed to give departments funding to hire more full-time faculty to increase their quality. To
accomplish this, funding for departments that do not have full-time faculty would be cut.
DeNault stated thatthe motion is designed to help all departments. For instance, the benchmark for the
maximum number of student credit hours per full-time faulty ensures that additional full-time faculty
will be hired in those areas where the ratio exceeds the benchmark amount. This philosophy should
help everyone because it allocates funds on the basis of the quality of the student's education. The
philosophy of allocating funds to an area based on the number of student credit hours generated does
not ensure that the funds will be used to maintain the quality ofthe student's education in this area. This
proposal addresses the student's education. Departments that do not have full-time faculty should be
able to develop appropriate benchmarks for their activities.
Isakson agreed with De Nault's statement. Those areas that are understaffed need to articulate their
needs in terms of achieving a certain level ofquality in their activities. Until their needs are meet, these
units would receive higher funding priority than new program.
Patton/Gil pin moved to amend the motion by changing "maximum" in benchmark I and "minimum" in
benchmark II to "maximum and minimum".
De Nault argued against the motion to amend. He stated that activities such as cooperative education
and undergraduate research often generate the minimum number of credit hours per faculty member.
Yet, these activities are being promoted and funded by the Provost. He wondered what advantage
there would be to placing a minimum on the number of student credit hours generated per full-time
faculty member. Such a minimum would provide the Administration a mechanism for elimination of
selected educational opportunities for our students.
Patton argued that the amendment would provide equity and commonality between departments.
Nelson stated that she understood the notion of range but she wondered if there was not a way to
incorporate the notion of"range" without using the term "minimum".
Gilpin pointed out that the term "benchmark" is not the operative term with regard to the strategic plan.
The operative term is now "progress indicators." He suggested that the term "benchmark" should be
changed to "progress indicators" to be consistent with the terminology ofthe strategic plan. Gilpin also
spoke in support of the spirit of Patton's amendment. The issue is to ensure adequate stewardship of
resources that results in a quality educational program. He was concerned that the proposed
benchmarks do not speak directly to the quality of the program. The Senate needs to be in a position to
provide information to those who will be making decisions about allocation of resources. These
decisions need to reflect both the maximum and the minimum usage ofscarce resources.
Isakson remarked that the main motion addressed qualitative issues. He agreed that measures of
efficient use of resources is important. However, he had purposefully refrained from mentioning
measures of efficient use of scarce resources not because he felt this was unimportant but because he
thought the Administratio should be taking care of this. This should be part of their job. Our role as a
faculty senate is to see that distribution is made on the basis of quality. We do not need to specify both
minimum and maximums in order to assure quality of our educational process.
Motion to amend the motion by changing "maximum" in benchmark I and "minimum" in benchmark
lito "maximum and minimum" did not carry.
Schroeder wondered why we had decentralized budgeting, a University Strategic Plan, and college
strategic plans if we do not allow for funding that supports the individuality of each. She wondered
why all colleges should be measured by the same yardstick. Budgeting should begin by giving each
college its historical allocation. Budgeting should not be made to make us all look alike but to make us
all look strong in are areas of specialization. Each college should develop its own indicators and be ·
funded according to their indicators. The Senate's role is to continue to monitor these and see that
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these indicators are in line with the University Strategic Plan.
Isakson agreed with the comments of Schroeder. When he developed his proposed benchmarks he
could not take into account the needs of each college. The proposed benchmarks should be considered
as a start.
Schroeder referred to the statement " .. . the Faculty Senate requests that the following set of
benchmarks be developed within each college and department .. . " These benchmarks are intended to
be the initial benchmarks but on campus, initial quantification becomes the operating instructions
forever. She expressed concern that the statement "Substitute and supplemental benchmarks may also
be put forth by the colleges and departments as deemed appropriate within each discipline" would not
be honored . The emphasis on the initiation of these benchmarks should be on the colleges and
departments developing their own benchmarks. She argued for removing any specific benchmarks and
letting the colleges develop their own.
Thomas Switzer, Dean of the College of Education, stated that there is obviously a great deal of
confusion in the system. He urged the Senate to use caution in its decision making because these
decisions have long term, serious implications for the University. In considering the motion before the
body or in considering a credit hour approach, the College of Education has been fairly consistent in
dealing with the Senate. The decision before the Senate deals with very serious issues. A wrong
decision will set the University on a path that will not serve the University well. He called upon the
Senate to use caution and reason and to take time in making its decision.
Nelson asked Isakson about amending the proposal so that the proposed benchmarks are put forth as
examples.
Isakson responded that this would be appropriate.
Nelson/Soneson moved/seconded to amend the motion by replacing the last sentence in paragraph 1,
"Although quantifiable benchmarks ofthe quality of instruction may be difficult to specify, the Faculty
Senate requests that the following set of benchmarks be developed within each college and
department:" be replaced with "Although quantifiable benchmarks of the quality of instruction may be
difficult to specify, the Faculty Senate recommends that colleges and departments put forth
benchmarks deemed appropriate for their disciplines. Examples ofsuch benchmarks might include the
following:" and the first sentence of paragraph 3, "Substitute and supplement benchmarks may also be
put forth by the colleges and departments as deemed appropriate within each discipline."
McDevitt asked how this motion would relate to the materials that the Senate has from the Colleges.
Gable stated that the motion by Isakson is the only motion on the Budget at present. When action on
this motion is concluded, Senators may then make any other motions relative to the budget.
Motion to amend carried.
Bozik argued against the motion. She stated that the proposal was not workable. For example, what is
meant by the suggested benchmark of the "number of funded trips to meetings oflearned societies per
full-time faculty member"? Does this mean fully funded trips or partially funded trips. If these are
measures of quality, this may or may not be a quantifiable measure of quality. This attempt to quantify
quality needs a lot more thought. Secondly, the proposal states that departments are going to set their
own standards and the Provost is going to be responsible for 100% funding these. Until these are all
funded, no new programs or initiatives can occur. She could not support this .
McDevitt again asked how the proposal related to the information provided by colleges to the Senate.
She wondered when the Senate would discuss this information.
Gable stated that the Senate was continuing discussion of College Senates response to the proposed
FY1998 Academic Budget for responses received by the Secretary of the Senate before March 4, 1997,
under "Old Business". The motion before the body was made by Senator Isakson as part of that
discussion. The Senate needed to complete deliberation of the motion before it. When this was done,
other motions concerning the budget would be in order.
De Nault remarked that the motion was germane because the Provost had asked the Senate for
guidance. This motion provides such guidance. The motion does not preclude discussion of the

k
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FY 1998 budget.
Isakson stated that the motion was independent of any formulas for reallocation. The motion was an
attempt to put the quality of instruction as the guiding principle in budgetary decisions and places the
support of present programs ahead ofexpansion of new programs.
Soneson stated that the proposal only limits the use of General Education Funds for expansion until
existing programs are satisfactorily funded . The proposal does not limit the funding of new programs
from other sources.
Mahmood Yousefi, Acting Assistant Vice President of Academic Affairs, stated that he did not see
how this proposal addresses quality. On the more mundane level, we are bombarded with request for
reports. Why do we want to make more work for ourselves? There is already a decentralized
budgetary system. Colleges will receive their own budgets and they will have the flexibility to do what
they want with their own funds.
Chair Gable called for a vote on the motion.
The motion did not carry.
Primrose argued that the Senate should endorse the use of historical spending. There was a lot of talk
about credit hours in the college reports. He felt that the consensus was that credit hours should not be
used for budgeting.
McDevitt disagreed. Ifyou do not use credit hours you devalue general education. She wondered what
one would use ifyou did not use credit hours.
Bozik asked Provost Marlin to update the Senate regarding the timetable for the Senate's response to
her.
Provost Marlin stated thatthe final deadline was Friday, March 14, 1997. The Provost did report to the
Cabinet that the Senate opposed elimination of course fees. The Cabinet will be meeting next week to
prepare a final draft. This draft will be put on the UNI WWW Site.
Gable asked if other campus units were reallocating funds.
Provost Marlin replied that they were.
Gable asked if other areas under Academic Affairs were reallocating funds .
Provost Marlin replied that they were.
De Nault asked ifthere had been any decision by the Cabinet on the elimination of course fees.
Provost Marlin replied that the President's decision would be put on the UNI WWW Site.
Isakson suggested that considering the present situation, the Senate should perhaps move on to
initiatives for FY 1999.
Gable asked for the wishes ofthe Senate.
De Nault asked Provost Marlin if the April 14, 1997 deadline was also the deadline for FY1999
initiatives.
Provost Marlin replied that it was.
DeN ault/Soneson moved/seconded to move to the docket.
Motion to move to the docket carried.

CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS
573

648 Request for Emeritus Status from Joan Duea, Department of Curriculum and Instruction, and
Marvin Heller, Department ofCurriculum and Instruction.
Primrose/Bozik moved/seconded to approve the request.
Motion to approve Emeritus Status for Joan Duea, Department of Curriculum and Instruction, and
Marvin Heller, Department of Curriculum and Instruction carried.

569

643 Request for Emeritus Status from Phyllis B. Conklin, Department of Design, Family, and
Consumer Sciences, Robert T. Lembke, Department of Educational Administration and Counseling,
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and Jerry Duea, Department ofEducational Psychology and Foundations.
Primrose/McDevitt moved/seconded to approve the request.
Motion to approve the Emeritus Status for Phyllis B. Conklin, Department of Design, Family, and
Consumer Sciences, Robert T. Lembke, Department of Educational Administration and Counseling,
and Jerry Duea, Department ofEducational Psychology and Foundations carried.
542

615 Request from Senator Amend to Establish an Ad Hoc Committee to Review and Develop Summer
School Programming.
Soneson asked for a review of the status ofthis request.
De Nault replied that the petitioner, former Senator Amend, had requested that this item be considered
after the Senate had established a means for proposing and discussing changes in the University
Strategic Plan. Amend had requested this because he felt that Summer School should be part of the
University Strategic Plan and the Senate should discuss the University Strategic Plan before discussing
Summer School. The Senate has established a standing committee to do this and thus it is now
appropriate to discuss the request from Amend.
Soneson/McDevitt moved that the request to establish an Ad Hoc Committee to Review and Develop
Summer School Programming be referred to the Senate's Strategic Plan Committee.
De Nault asked Soneson why it should be referred to the Senate's Strategic Planing Committee.
Soneson replied that the request was to integrate Summer School programming into the University
Strategic Plan.
De Nault read paragraph two of the request: "I would like to propose that the University Faculty Senate
initiate the formation of a group of administrators, faculty, and staff to examine various possibilities
that would enable the University to serve present clientele for summer school and widen the range of
those who can benefit from the programs to be offered and any innovative scheduling patterns if those
become necessary." He did not see where the Senate's Strategic Plan Committee would be the group to
address these issues.
Nelson agreed with De Nault. She stated that the Senate's Strategic Plan Committee would consider
specific recommendations from various groups and make recommendations about their incorporation
into the University Strategic Plan. This request needs to be studied by some group whose
recommendations might then be taken to the Senate's Strategic Plan Committee.
Grosboll asked ifthere was any campus committee that deals with Summer School.
Bozik replied that parts of the Summer School are dealt with by the Calendar Committee in their
deliberations of the scheduling of summer session.
Gable replied that the Curriculum Committee reviews curricular proposals. It does not review
Summer School programming.
McDevitt remarked that some group needed to conduct a market survey for Summer School offerings.
She suggested that perhaps Institutional Research has done this already.
Isakson stated that we should send this request to the Senate's Strategic Plan Committee. This
Committee could then either address the issue of Summer School programming or send the request
back to the Faculty Senate with an endorsement to establish the proposed Ad Hoc committee.
Someone should address the issue of Summer School. The question is who.
De Nault remarked that he did not think the Senate's Strategic Plan Committee was established to study
this issue. It was established to review proposed changes in the University Strategic Plan. The
proposal is to establish a group to examine Summer School from various points of view, marketing,
students, curriculum, etc. He did not see the Senate's Strategic Plan Committee wanting to get
involved with this type of detail. It would be appropriate for the Senate's Strategic Plan Committee to
examine specific recommendations about Summer School.
De Nault asked Provost Marlin about the administration of Summer School offerings under the
decentralized budget.
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Provost Marlin replied ·that Summer School offerings are now under the control of the colleges.
Profits, and losses, on Summer School offerings are retained by the colleges. This has created more
interest in Summer School at the college level. The Provost's Office only coordinates offerings.
Yousefi stated that Professor Amend had retired and he asked ifthe proposed establishment of an ad
hoc committee on Summer School offerings was still relevant.
Soneson replied that Amend was very concerned with the integration of Summer School programs
with other programs. Amend wanted Summer School programming taken more seriously. The
proposed ad hoc committee was diverse with the intent of increasing the importance and value of the
Summer School program. He argued for sending the request to the Senate's Strategic Plan Committee
for the purpose of asking them to consider the extent to which Summer School programming is taken
seriously. If Summer School programming is not an integral part of the University, the Committee
could recommend that it become an integral part of the University. They might endorse the formation
of an ad hoc committee to study this.
Gilpin remarked that whether or not there were some reason to be concerned about the implications of
how we are setup for summer programming, these are tactical and not strategic issues. As such, the
Senate's Strategic Plan Committee is charged with examining specific recommendations for changes
in the University Strategic Plan. He did not think the proposal was specific enough on strategic issues
that it could be dealt with effectively by the Senate's Committee. If the Senate wants a study of the
summer program, the Senate should establish a committee to do this study.
Isakson agreed with Gilpin. With decentralization, tactical decisions have been decentralized. The
broader strategically questions regarding summer school programming is all that remains. The
calendaring questions, such as how many sessions and when they are scheduled, is dealt with by the
Calendar Committee.
Bozik stated that there are issues beyond just the summer calendar, such as whether the Library or
dormitories will be open. She argued that there were more issues. It is a strategic issue because if the
University Strategic Plan states that access to education is important, and programs such as the
graduate program can only be taken in the summer, then support of this does become a strategic issue.
Though she supports the intent ofthe proposal, she was reluctantto establish another committee.
DeNault recalled that several years ago the University faced mandatory budget cuts. These cuts came
principally from reductions in summer offerings. This reduction eliminated access to curricula and
programs for many of our students, principally teachers. He asked Provost Marlin what
communication does or has taken place in Academic Affairs about the issues raised by Amend in his
request.
Provost Marlin replied that she could not easily respond to the question.
De Nault asked if there was a group responsible for considering the issues raised by Amend and
coordinating Summer School offerings such as General Education classes and graduate courses or was
each college on its own.
Provost Marlin replied that the planning was within each college. The outcome is balanced because of
the decentralized budget. Colleges must have a balance between general education courses and
courses for a major so thatthey do not Jose money.
Gable called for a vote on the motion to refer the request to establish an Ad Hoc Committee to review
and develop Summer School programming to the Senate's Strategic Plan Committee.
The motion to refer did not carry.
Primrose asked how the Senate could ensure that Summer School was included in the University
Strategic Plan.
Gable stated that the Senate could establish the proposed ad hoc committee.
De Nault remarked that if the Senate established the proposed committee, this committee would
presumably come back to the Senate with specific recommendations and proposals that could then be
examined by the Senate's Strategic Plan Committee for incorporation into the University Strategic
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Plan.
Gilpin!Bozik moved/seconded to establish an Ad Hoc Committee to Review and Develop Summer
School Programming. The composition of the committee would be determined by the Faculty Senate
officers, the Academic Affairs Council, and the President's Cabinet.
Motion to establish an Ad Hoc Committee to Review and Develop Summer School Programming. The
composition of the committee would be determined by the Faculty Senate officers, the Academic
Affairs Council, and the President's Cabinet carried.
549

623 Request from Susan Koch to change the University Mission Statement in the current Working
Draft of the University Strategic Plan to state "The mission of the University of Northern Iowa is to
prepare individuals to live a thoughtful,free, and responsible life in an increasingly diverse, complex,
and changing world."
De Nault/Gilpin moved/seconded to refer to the Senate's Strategic Plan Committee.
Soneson stated that he believed the petitioner, Professor Koch, had asked Haack to remove the item
from the docket.
Gable replied that Haack had not informed her of this request.
Isakson/Primrose moved/seconded to table the motion.
Motion to table carried.

552

626 Recommendation from Mary Bozik, Chair of the Faculty, to establish a centralized fund to
support projects and events that do not fall within the purview of a single college and a faculty
committee to administer this fund.
De Nault stated that the Senate was past its normal time for adjournment.
De Nault/Grosboll moved to adjourn.
Motion to adjourn did not carry.
Bozik/Soneson moved/seconded to recommend that the President establish a centralized fund to
support projects and events that do not fall within the purview of a single college. Furthermore, the
President to establish a committee composed of faculty elected by the college Senates to administer
this fund .
·
Grosboll spoke in support of the proposal. She reported that she knew of one program that is
mutlidisciplinary that involves different colleges and departments that is now worried about how it will
be supported and funded under the decentralized model. She questioned whether a group of faculty
would be the best body to administer this funding. It might be more appropriate to change the proposed
membership to include department heads , deans, and others who are involved with budgeting on a
daily basis.
De Nault asked for clarification of the types of things this committee would support. Would this
committee support speakers and Inter-American Studies? There was a wide variety of activities and
programs that are not the preview of a single college. He asked for an enumeration of the items to be
covered by the proposed committee.
Bozik stated that when she first wrote this it was for the support of events and projects, as stated in her
proposal. Since writing the proposal, she has become aware of other activities and she would be
willing to broaden the scope of her original proposal. She had put faculty as the members of the
proposed committee because she wanted this to be for control of funds for faculty initiated activities.
She had nottaken the time to make a list of the activities this group would support because she did want
to spend the time before the proposal was brought to the President for his response. If the President
thought the proposal had merit, then time could be spent listing the activities the committee would
support.
Primrose spoke in favor of the motion. The proposed committee could have a lot ofbenefits and should
be tied into the University Strategic Plan.
Isakson stated that already 25% of the General Education Fund is set aside for the purpose of
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supporting projects and events. He asked Bozik ifshe envisioned this proportion increasing.
Bozik responded that it was her understanding that no money had been set aside.
Isakson remarked that 25% of the General Education Fund is not allocated to colleges. Part of this
money goes to the Graduate College, Continuing Education, and a host of other programs that would
be covered by the proposal as programs and projects that benefit all colleges. He would not want to see
taking more money from colleges to increase the 25% already not going to the colleges.
Bozik stated that she did not see the money covered by her proposal coming from the Provost's budget.
She envisioned funding for this committee to be coming from the general University budget.
Bozik asked Provost Marlin for clarification ofthe source of funding for events and projects that are
not the purview of one college.
Provost Marlin responded that the 25% referred to by Senator Isakson included many activities, such
as the Library which is interdisciplinary but is not the source of funding for say a conference. Support
for this type of activity is not likely to come from this 25%. Under the centralized model there were
funds in the Provost's Office for guest speakers and similar activities. The Provost would make
individual decisions on how and which of these would be funded from her office. Under the
decentralized model, these funds have been distributed. If a fund is wanted to support these kinds of
activities it will have to be created. If the Senate had acted in time, the Senate could have proposed that
a certain amount of money be set aside for these activities. It is too late to do this for the FY1998
budget.
Soneson asked if the Senate could recommend that say 1% ofthe Academic Affairs budget be allocated
to these types ofactivities.
Provost Marlin replied that the Senate could make such a recommendation but that the deadline for
such recommendations had passed for the FY 1998 budget. Any recommendation would need to be for
the FY 1999 budget. The difficulty would be in determining where the money would come from. The
money would have to come out ofsomeone's budget.
Sones'on stated that we are going to be reallocating 2% of the academic budget. He wondered if this
money could come from this reallocation.
Isakson stated that we were getting bogged down in the morass of the budget. At the last Senate
meeting we created a Senate Budget Committee. He recommended sending the proposal to this
committee.
Isakson/De Nault moved/seconded to substitute for the motion "to recommend that the President
establish a centralized fund to support projects and events that do not fall within the purview of a single
college. Furthermore, the President to establish a committee composed of faculty elected by the
college Senates to administer this fund" a motion to refer Docket Item 552, Calendar Item 626, to the
Senate Budget Committee for consideration.
Weeg argued for broadening the motion to include all events supported by the General Education
Fund. She would like representation on the proposed committee to be expanded to include the Library,
Information Technology Services, and other areas that would not be represented by faculty from
colleges.
Grosboll stated that there were more complex issues. Each of us has learned about something that has
fallen through the cracks with the new decentralized budgeting. Some of these are one-time projects
and others are on-going projects. The Provost should know best aboutthese projects because her office
used to fund them. There was a lot ofinvestigation that needed to be done.
Gable called for a vote on the motion to substitute.
Motion to substitute carried.
The motion to refer Docket Item 552, Calendar Item 626, to the Senate Budget Committee for
consideration carried.
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ADJOURNMENT
Bozik!Soneson moved/seconded to adjourn. Motion to adjourn carried. The Senate Adjourned at 5:17P.M.
Respectfully submitted,

~j · L4/{~
Kenneth J. De Nault, Secretary
University Faculty Senate
Approved October 13, 1997

